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Abstract: For a long time the female protagonist Carol in Olean—
na has attracted much critical attention and the conflict between
the two protagonists in Oleanna has been a hot topic of critical
discussion. Drawing on the model of Schank’s dynamic memory
theory this paper directs attention to a neglected kind of compli—
cated conflict in cognitive schema between the characters. The a—
nalysis from this new angle reveals the underlying coherence in
Carol’s discourse and more importantly brings to light the
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cognition modes” as an im—

difference in the two protagonists
portant source of their deep conflict namely Carol’s “cross-do—
main reminding” and idiosyncratic mapping from “trade” to
“education” schemata and John’s unreflective and even hypo-
critical exploitation of “humanist education” schema. The analy—
sis not only sheds light on the relationship between the protago—
nists in the play but also complements and enriches the under—
standing of cognitive schema conflict in cognitive stylistics.
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Abstract: This paper reports on a survey of applied linguistics ar—
ticles published in five major Chinese journals between 2000 and
2010. It was found that 89 qualitative research articles had ap—
peared in the journals over this period taking 6% of the total 1
350 articles. Compared with the last 20 years of the 20th centu—
ry as shown from previous studies qualitative research though a
minor presence in the field seems to be on the rise. An in-depth
study of the 89 qualitative research articles revealed that they
could be categorized into eight qualitative research approaches
i. e. case studies discourse analysis introspective methods cor—
pus studies interactional studies narrative research action re—
search and ethnographies. Based on content analyses of the arti—
cles this paper raises and discusses theoretical issues in qualita—
tive research including the theoretical drive sampling strategy
data analysis and presentation and the assumptions and princi—
ples embedded in a qualitative tradition.
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